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Graduatg education, including gradUate instruction,

ultnd public service,., is a major set of activit,;,es for
iversities. A pattern of financing for these activities

has clearly emerged today that suggests t t sponsored research
activities and Sponsored creative activ y will be supported by
social contributions, primarily from th federal government.
Additional financing/may be,obtained f om private philanthropy and
from state government appropriations. The support of graduate
instruction will be shared by the graduate student and by society.
This sharing'.of the cost of'graduate instruction varies:among the
state universities and the private universities. The trend in this
decade will be-for the graduat47dtbdelit share of the costs of'
graduate instruction in the, public university,to increase. Hopefully,.
a trend will also develop for the share of the costs of graduate
instruction paid by the graduatelStudent at the private university to
decline somewhat. In this way, we hall continue to have a pluralism
of graduate instructional programs With their varying emphasis upon
research and practice. (Authot/HS)
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WHO. SHOULD PAY FOR GRADUATE
EDUCATION.?

In response to many requests. the MANAGEMENT FORUM is isuing this supplement to make available a paNr r),, Di Jahn
D Millen, Vice President and Director of the Management Dikision, Acadeijiy for Eduiational Deselopiiient piepared for a

'meeting of the Council of Graduate Schools in the United Statet:!\ originally pre,,ented in New (Means on Notember 30. 19'2.

BY J01-1141 D. MIL.LETT

At first glance, it sethns relatively easy to answer the ques-
tion: who should pay for grad.pate education? Certainly, there
should be little reason to provide any different answer for
graduate education from that for undergraduate education. If
it is appropriate, as so many persons in our society profess,'
that the costs of undergraduate education should be shared by
both student and 'ociety, then surely it is equally appropriate
that the costs graduate education should be (tharedby stu-
dent and society.

Indeed, it can be- argued that a social investmedt in graduate
education is even more important than a social investment in a
general ' .4cCalaureate program in the arts and sciences, teach-
er educadon, and business administration. A gdod many per-
sons in higher education institution's may disagree with this
proposition. I cannot imagine that there would be many, how-
ever, who would want to dispute my basic proposition, that a
social investment in graduate education is socially justifiable;
even more, I believe such investment is socially essential.

At the outset, it Is necessary to designate a specific defini-
tion of graduate education. One possible way of defining grad-
uate education is to make the kid con terminus with all post-
baccalaureate education. Just as most of us in higher educatirii
are now supposed to adjust to the new label of post-secondary.
education, we might' also try to adjust to the designation
"post-baccalaureate" education. I would prefer, however, to
suggest a somewhat more restrictive definition.- 4

I think we may properly divide post-baccalaureate educa-
tion into two parts: graduate-professional education and grad-
uatl education. Graduate profemional education is that post-

baccalaureate education which builds 'Upon a liberal- arts base
and which undertakes to achieve specialized professional ob -o
jectives only at the post-baccalatcate level. The'primary fields

of study for such graduate professional edu-ation 'are law,
medicine, dentistry," theology, veterinary medicine, and op-
tometry. Although, in these last two mentioned fields, grad-
uate professional education is not always strictly post-bacca-
laureate, the trend appears to be in that direction.

Graduate education, in contrast with graduate professional
education, also, seeks professional objectives, to be sure, but
tends to build upon the base of an undergraduate specializa
tion. The usual degrees of this graduate education are the
Master of Arts, the Master of Science, the Doctor of Philos-
ophy, and specialized designations, Graduate education in the
arts and sciences and inssuch specialized fields as teacher edu
cation, business administration, agricultutt, engineering, and
nursing tends to continue an undergraduate concentration to-
ward a more advanced level of knowledge and skilled perform--
'ance.

Assuredly, there are universities with schools of business,
schools of management, schools of social work, schools of
library science, and schools of journalism which build upon a
liberal arts base apd phich might well be classified as graduate
professional schools. In addition, there are universities and
scholars who would define- graduate education exclusively as
post-bacca:Jureate education- in 'he arts and sciences.

In fact, we might further define post-baccalaureate oduca-
'tion_through three components: graduate professional.tduca-
don, advanced professional education, and graduate education
in the arts and sciences:I hold no strong conviction about any

definition.,1 insist only that we have aid obligation to
(continued pn page 2)



define our terms. And this discussiiin inclugs education at the
master's and the doctor's degree levels, in both the arts and
science's, and in advanced professional fields within my defini-
tion of graduate education. With due recognition of the diver-
sity which characterizes higher educational institutions in the
United States. I believe I am utilizing a definition of graduate
education which will accord with the practice of a majority of

ersines belonging to the 'Council of Graduate Schools.
1 o to ins primarN 'concern in this pallet. V.ho hnuid

tot _tad,late ,:diaLatton. iei metunderline the two ham,
1 - -tie` ti .on.e,! is the ,o-,t v.iaduate education. The
od-k dist-Mt:non it this mst hetwecti ,tudeto arid suet-

Want 1,,cr:whaNuc Unit ,annot separate the clues-non
p.m issue e the cos( itself to1

m. it'a,011 Its a jr,11,,Ika, of the distiMution
of The- i Et.id, lie edmatinnlvween student and sooevy.

L'4,. to that otdd V. alit to-know what the
"old, 11 titee!s; e\peL1 student and societ} in some

tapwillT-11 to meet the CO ;Alt gradhate eduration.
v.a t he prep.:fed to delemf tho,e Lost, I lighei education
.air !('nt.-j1 ,v,.; thj. 1..01,11111 nteieD, upon a-proh!ssional

6 and adinimsnators that we know what
uc .ne do;ny ke shall have to demonstrate that knowlekge
and msti;',, our e \periditures

At this point, it may be unnecessary to discuss the subject
of the costs of graduate education in any detail. In this con-
nection,,I think we are fortunate to have available!theecost-

..

benefit data prepared by Powel and Lamson and published this
past March-by the Council of Graduate Schools. I think we are
equally fortunate to have the commentary, on this research
prepared by Deans McCarthy and Deener and published at the,
same time.

1- am aware of some of the °travail which accompanied this
study. There are, of course, many complications in any effori
to establish instructional costs. I wish to emphasize an impor-
tant consideration. Institutions of higher education cannot ex-
pect increased funding and at the same time ,declare that if is
not desirable or feasible to determine the costs of instruction.
Underlining this statement is a brief provision of the Educa-
tion Amendments of 1972, which became law when approved
by the President on June 23. The new federal law adds to Title
XII of the Higher Education Act of 1965 the following new
section of law:

S.,ction 1206. The C,.'oinnessioner ma} INUIre as a-condt-
lion of eligthilitv of any institution of Jugher education-

( I t for institutional aid. at the earliest practical date.
( if

(2) toi 'student aid, atter June 30, 073, that such
institution suppl} such cost-of-education data as may he
in the possession of such institution.

I would assume that the Commissioner of Education will
have to enforce this condition of eligibility or face consider-
able cnticism in the\Congress: it also seems likely that in order
to obtain institutional aid and student aid funds, colleges r d
universities must have some well considered. meaningful data
about their instructionaleolts.

There should be nothing startling about' the cost data for
master's degree programs or for doctorkl degree programs re-
ported by Powel and Lamson. The raiiges of expenditure data
for programs in similar fields are certainly to be expected, and

the variations in the medians among various fields of study is a
familiar situation. There are some aspects Of cost, cita. how-,
ever, which I want briefly to mention.

It is not enough to determine direct instructional costs. It
is equally necessary to allocate a proportion of the overhead or
indirect Costs to tin direct Ones. There are various ways to
make such allocations; the important consideration is that
these overhead, costs must be included as a part of total in-
structional expenditures.

Cost data require a unit of output. There is no satisfactory
unit, I am convinced, except student credit hours of instruc-
non. These student credit hours are then easily converted to a
full-time equivalent., student instructed on either-an academic
year basis or a year-roundhasis. The academic yeas seems to
be the proper basis for cost data. For budget data, to be sure,
year-:ound count of frill-time equivalent students provided in-
structional service is needed. In 'this connection, we need to
make certain that oiir currscul ni offerings include appropriate
course credit units.for pfepara on of a master's essay and for
the research essential to a d6ctoral dissertation.

A major complication in determining the costs of graduate
instruction is the allocation of faculty time `between under-
graduateand graduate instruction. Apart from the appoint-
ment of faculty members who devote their energies exclusively
to graduate teaching; there are two familiar means of achieving
this allocation. One is a faculty service report in which the
faculty member is asked to state the proportion of his work
week devoted ,to undergraduate and to graduate instruction.
The other method is to use a weighting scheme, presumably
based upon some sampling of faculty reporting data. I have
known such weighting to assign a unit of one to lower division
student credit hours, two to upper division credit hours, and
three to graduate-instruction. This kind of weighting seems to
be generally reasonable, provided there is some kind of empir-
ical data base for it.

Another kind rat cost problem is that of deciding how to
recognize differentiations within graduate educate n. In their
commentary, McCarthy and _Deener identify, threi! different
levels of graduate instruction. the toaster's degreir level, the
candidate or specialist level. and the boct:,ral degree level I

should like to report my own conclusions on this subject
As Chancellor of the Ohio Board of Regents for eight years.

I directed a very carefully constructed resources analysik pro-
cedure based Upon a uniform management information system'
which provided us with the input data for our computerized
calculations. In turn, each year, I carried on some vigorous
discussions with the graduate deans of eleven public universi-
ties about the meaningful interpretation of these data.

The graduate deans and I gventually agreed that in analyz-
ing the costs of graduate instruction, it was satisfactory to
recognize two levels rather than three. We also agreed that
these two levels should not be labelled master's degree instruc-
tion and doctoral degree instruction, We-decided to label them
graduate instruction and doctoral instruction. We came to this
conclusion because some departments offering a doctoral de-
gree program encouraged very few, if any, of their students to
take a master's degree, and because graduate students usually
enroll in a wide variety of courses with a mixture of candidates
for the master's degree and the doctoral degree. Indeed, we
had to acknowledge the fact that most departments do not
plap their general graduate course offerings in terms of a mas-
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ter's or a doctoral candidate; they plan course bffeiina in
terms of specialized subjects or particular parts of a discipline
or professional field.

Furthermore. we recognized that a graduate student gener-
ally enrolls in graduate courses up to a total of 90 quarter
credit hours. We then counted an additional 90 quarter credit
hotirs for the doctoral degree. involving 45 credit hours of
individualized or small group instruction and 45 credit hours
of research instruction. I believe these decisions were reason-
able as general guidelines in curriculum construction and in
expenditure analysis.

it is commonly held that costs of graduate instruction vary
with the quality taf such instruction. Personally 1 do not put
much credence in efforts to measure or rank graduate pro-
grams in various fields by various universities. What these ef-
forts accomplish. primarily, is to rank the prestige of particular
faculty members at particular points in time, and these judg-
rhents about prestige may not correlate with quality. It is still
possible for some graduate lights to be hidden or concealed by
some institutional baskets.

I am impressed by the differentiation in graduate education
objectives put forth in the McCarthy and Deener commentary
on graduate costs. They propose that a distinction be made
between the research-oriented and the practice-oriented grad-
uate programs. I think this concept is useful; it applis both to
graduate education in advanced professional study and to grad-
uate education in the arts and sciences. When graduate educa-
tion in the arts and sciences encompasses undergraduate teach-
ing, it is a practice-oriented approach. I would hope that more
of our planning and of our expenditure analysis might make
use of this distinction.

! pun the basis of a great deal'of experience. obsersatton.
and study. I am cow/trued that the hasi. season fin she diffei-
ences.in cost, of gradulite Instruction are related to differences
in the .ost of the facults input I behesc this difference isillzt
so much, the conievence of van ing levels of taculIN compen-
sationalthough this is surely a factor. as it is the Lonsequence
of van ing lescls of tarilts workload. I he kinds of workload
standards carried bs faculty members make a vreat deal of
difference in tne costs.

I recently had occasion tti examine the faculty staffing pat-
tern, of a major private research laiversity. The faculty mem-
bers were generally expected to teach six credit hours of for-
malized instruction per semester. Most of these faculty mem-
bers taught graduate courses; a great portion of undergraduate
=Unction was assigned to teaching assistants. Personally, I
believe faculty workload expressed in terms of student credit
hours' is more indicative of actual faculty ptoddetivity than is
workload expressed in terms of course credit hours. But how-
ever stated, wor"-ad or productivity has a great deal to do
with the costs Unction.

During my tenure as Chancellor for the Ohio Board of Re-
gents, all of us concerned with public hither education care-
fully considered the size of faculty workloads we could reason-
ably ask the Governor and the General Assembly to finance.,
We fixed these workloads in terms of student credit hours; and
the standards varied for general studies, technical education,
baccalaureate general programs, baccalaureate professional,
progninis, graduate programs, doctoral degree progiams, and
Medic, programs. For exampleat the graduate level, we in-

. siattid_that there be one full-time equivalent faculty position

for each 150 student credit hours of output. This is the equiva-
lent of 17 students enrolled per class in thiee classes for three
credit hours each. At the doctoral degree level, we said that
there should be one full-time equivalent faculty position for
each 120 student credit hours. This was the equivalent of ,l4
students enrolled per class in three courses of three credit
hours'each.

The doctoral degree faculty workload was exactly one 0.10 --
of the workload fixed hr student instruction in general stud-
ies. and one half the workload for student instruction in bac-
calaureate general programs. Our argument to the (:awernor and
the, General Assembly was that faculty inembers engaged in
graduate and doctoratinstruction were also expected to engage
to a reasonable extent in research or public service related to
their field of instruction. The argument was acceptable to the
extent that in Ohio we avoided any legislative mandate on the
subject of faculty workload. The General Assembly was con-
tent simply to endorse the,standards of the Board of Regents.

Incidentally, faculty workload standards presuppose mini-
mum enrollment in graduate instruction.- In the absence of
such enrollment, costs become excessive Or must he absorbed
as adjuncts of the cost of other instructional programs. Both
practices have been used.

Many probably consider these 4-acuity v.ofkloads to be un-
duls demanding. Workloads, however, are related to costa and
costs depend upon available income that is. upori who is
trig to pat host much for graduate instruction Faults work-
load. like factil4 salaries. must he fixed in tho
accept abe Wk.' acceptable pri.ing, whether or no; ih.it
pricing is for students or for society

There is one aspeCt oluniveriity expenditure which I insist
is not a cost of graduate instruction, the expenditure for ,zrad-
nate fellowships and for teaching assistantships I am well
aware that most instructional departments t onsider the avail-
ability of graduate fellowships and :teaching assistantships to
be an essential means for recruiting the desired quality and
number of graduate students. Yet, fellowships must properly
be regarded as a form of student financial aid. and teaching
assistantships must properly be regarded as instructional com-
pensation. in the program where- the position is assigned.

Neither fellowships nor assistantships should be assigned auto-
matically as a cost of graduate education t6 be recovered from
graduate student tuitions and from social subsidies of graduate
instruction.

At this point, it is important to make- still another.distinc-
non, a distinction between graduate education and graduate
instruction. Graduate education. :Weed. higher education in

-general, embraces three somewf.at different kinds of .2ctivities.
which we customarily label instruction, research, and public
service. These three kinds of activities have been designated
the "primary programs" in the program classification stnuture
of the National Center for Higher Education Management
Systems. Graduate education involves graduate instruction but
encompasses research and puhlic service as well.

I think this distinction is important, both in the analysis of
the costs of graduate education and in the determination rof
the financing arrangements. But before I further pursue this
distinction, let me point out that considerations about the
financing of higher education cannot le separated from issues'
about those wi.o benefit from higher education.

The available literature as well as the uncertainties about this
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, whole matter of benefits are reviewed in the monograph- by
Powel and Lamson and in the commentaiy by McCarthy and
Deeper. Moreover, in the near future there will be a report
from the Carnegie Commission on,Higher Education on the
'subject 2f -who benefits fr,vm and who should pay far higher
education. All of us will eagerly await this important docu-

*- merit.
I i general. it is efdent that the liefietits of higher education

a,,crue to both students JO ,.fi let'. Nisi} there is *a eonsensus
about tI44 identifie.oion of ifiee benefit, The disagreements
begin a hen u.e xi! asked to express theca benefit., in teweis of
daiars. Acid disagreernellt Inialy becomes conflict when we
attempt to h4se decisions about financing upon-our judgments
about the relative inagnitti ie of these benefits.

For the individual student, the benefits of graduate instruc-
tion are the person)l satisfaction of forthal education carried
to its highest potential deeelopnient and the opportunity thus
if forded 'to the graduate to earn more income in out economy
based upon the use of this educated talent. In this latter cora-
neclion, there are two factors" to-recognize. A study on tie
rate of return to indisidusals of their investment in higher edu-
'cation shows that this rate has in the past been lower for
recipients of the doctorate than it was' fdr recipients of the
baccalaureate. Income in the labor market is related to the`
supply and the demand for educated talent. if we want mace--
rate of return on graduate infoructio hence& we would do
well tJ limit the supply of such tat t well below its demand._
That would certainly be 'the correct economic behavior, pro-
vided graduate education issirrivated or influenced 'by eco-
Komic considerations.

For society, graduate education provides benefits of various
Japds: the preservation and transmission of the intellectual
heritage of our culture, the advancement of knowtedge,,and
the utilization of knowledge applied to promote the well-being
and the general welfare of all citizens in our society. We have
come to see that graduate education is essential to the opera-
tion of higher education itself, to our national v.riirity, to our
health,- to our economic development, to our ecological sur-
vival, to our sccalll cohesion, and to our cultural enrichment.

In deciding who shall pay for the benefits of this graduate
education, we might-begin by examining the torts of spon-
sored research aNtjapblic services performed by institufions of
higher education.

Undoubtedly, the presence of sponsored research on a uni-
versity campus has today created the research university. I

_would go a step farther and declare that sponsored research
makes possible the research-oriented program in graduate edu-
cation. The definition oUa research university propounded by
the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education is based upon
the dual stapdard of number of Ph.D. degrees awarded and
dollar volume of federal government research grants and con-
tracts. I ant disposed to believe that today i research-oriented
program" of graduate instruction, at least in the physical znd
biological sciences-and in engineering, can only be provided in
the university where sponsored research exists on sizable
scale.

It is evlient that research to advance' knowledge, and the
encouragement of creative talent are case of graduate educa-
tion ta:i be financed by society, Notice that I say costs of
graduate education. The benefits of research and of creative
talent are primarily social benefits in my judgment. Therefore,

'PH 1_111%

these costs should be paid by society.

Sponsored research today in universities Is being financed
up to 75 or 80 percent by federal government agencle. Not all
of this sponsored research is basic research: some of It is pur-

, chase of applied and developmental research from universities
for jaireet use by government agencies, in "programs such as
space exploration of the development of atomic energy. Clear-
ly, the future volume of research in our universities, together
with the advancement of knowledge anal the flowering orcrea-
bye talent, will depend upon, the volume of federal govern-
ment financing. We can expect that much achievement. in sci-
ence; the humanities, and the creative arts which we in society
are prepared to underwrite'.

,But social support of research and of creative talent is not
dependent solely upon federal government financing. There
are other pada* foam of social support- endov.;nieni and
gift income earmarked for this purpose. Moreoter, such gen-
eral income fr;im eirch.avment and gifts and such appropri-ition
support front state governments as )5 provided for graduate

insauction n ay also support research and creative relent.
When. a university fixes a limited or reduced workload for

its faculty, it is supporting research and creative talent. I see-
no objection to this practice. I do suggest that a university
would do Well periodically to assess the output it is realizing
from' these general arrangements for the support of research
and of creative talent. I suggest also that a university would do
well periodically to ask itself whether or not the cost of its
support for research.tand creative talent is outstripping its in-
come from society for this support. And. I &i'suggest that a
university would do well periodically to ask itself whether or
not a more particularized approach to the support of research -
and creative talent would be more appropriate to the actual
volume of output in these fields and more equitable to those ,

who pay for graduate instruction. -

Similar considerations apply ,to the financing of public ser-
vice. Various publics and various enterprises in our society look
to colleges and universities to perform various public services.
Ma'ny individual faculty members may be called upon by out-
side groups such as voluntary associations, business enterprises,
and governmental agencies to assist them in provitling advice
about how to perform certain tasks or about how to solve
certain problems. The response of the Individual faculty mem-
ber to such requests for consulting assistance will depend upon
his or her interests and rither commitments, iocluding the com-
mitment to the college or university of which he or she is a
part. Other public services may be perfoiMird/tbrorigh agencies
or mechanisms of the college or university, such as public
broadcasting, the' operation of a museum, the exhibition or
performance of special talent, -the treatment of ratients, the
enrollment of persons in seminars or short courses of contin-
uing professional education, the dissemination of advice about
specified problems.

tgairt, 1 must express my own strongly held position that a

college or university ought to undbrtake formalized endeavors
to render public service 'only to the extent that these services
are financed by consumer charges or by social contributions.
Public service is an integral part of higher education. It is
especially useful and apt to be particularly sought in connec-
lion with graduate instruction. But public service, like all other
activities of higher education, has, to be paid for, and the vol-
ume of such activity needs to be carefully related to the fi-

4
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nancing available for this activity. I do suggest that a university
would do well periodically to assess the outputs it is achieving
from its general support of public' service. I suggest also that a
university would,do well periodically to ask itself whether or
not its support of public-service activities is' outstripping its
resources for financing such public service.And I do suggest
that a university would do well periodically to ask. itself
whether or not a more' particularized approach to the support
of public service would be more appropriate to the.'actual
volume of output in this field of endeavor and more'equitable
to those who pay for ,grcactuate instruction.

At thikpoint, then, we must find some kindof answer to
the question of who should 'pay for graduate instruction. Let
me say at once that if the principle of social funding of re-
search and.-of creative endeavor within a university were ac-
cepted and practiced, and if the principle of restricting public
service tottunitments to public service income within a univer-
sity _were accepted and practiced, then I think the cost of
graduate Instruction, including university overhead, could be
brought within reasonable bounds. Certainly, all of us in high-
er education operation must become cost conscious in regard
to graduate instruction.

Assuming we 'know the cost of graduate instruction at two
or three leyels 'of endeavor, and assuming we have clarified the
research=Thientation or the _practice-orientation of our instruc-
tional programs, then we have to decide as a matter of porky

of practical need how we shall divide this c...21Lbetween the
student and society. The polar positions on this issue' are
simple to state. On the one hand, we may say that all the
benefits of graduate instruction -accrue to the individual stri-
dent and that, aicordingly, the student should pay the $ritire
cost of gradvateinstruttion. On the other hand, we may say
that all the benefits of ,raduate instruction accrue to society
and that, accordingly, society should pay the entire cost. Since
mest 'of us agieeNtpat the benefits of graduate instruction ac-
crue to both the graduate student and society, we conclude
both should pay the co..

I must pause here, to insert another important qualification
in the the costs and the financing of graduate
instruction. I Nave ntioned earlier the finding in the gradu-
ate cost study of the Council of Graduate Schools and of the
National Association of College and University Bsiness Of-
ficers that expenditures vary by disiipline. It is not feasible,
however, to enter into differential prting of graduate irtoruc-
tion upon the basis of he particular program or,ducipline
offered. For pricing purposes- and even for state government
appropriation purposes, we need to determine average costs
and average charges. The distribution of average income among
particular programs then becomes the task of budget manage-
ment within a particular university.

In Ohio, during the current biennium ending June 30,
1973, the average expenditure per full-time graduate student
for graduate study including university overhead was fixed at
$3,300, and the average expenditureiper full-time graduate
student at the doctoral level including university overhead was
fixed at S5,400. At the level of graduate study, the student
was expecte0 to pay $1,200 of this expenditure and the State
of Ohio, S2,100. At the level of doctorastudy, the student
was expetted to pay $1,200 and the State of bhio $4,200. In
the first instante, the student paid '36 percent'of the cost and
the state government 64 percent. For doctoril study, the stu-

49
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dent paid 22 percent of the cost and the state governmentipaid
78 percent.

I believe that the distribution, of payments between student
and society in our state universities will undergo considerable
changsv over the next several years. Increasingly we shall have
differential pricing to students at the' loweidivision kvel, the
upper division level, and at the graduate level. Furthermore,
think we shall movetoward the point where the distribution
of costs between student arirsociety-at the level of graduate
study will be approximately '50 percent to 50 percent, while
the distribution at the level of doctoral study will be approxi-
mately 40-60.

Insofar as privately sponrdoniversilies" are concerned, I
shall cite the current experience of another pdvate research
university whose expenditures I have had an opportunity to
examine. At- the lever of-graduate instruction, the expenditure
per student averaged around S4,000 in the arts and sciences,
and at the level of doctoral instruction, the expenditure per
student averaged around 57,000. The graduate student paid 60
-percent of the cost at the graduate instruction level; society.
through endowment and giftiincome, paid the remaining 40
percent. At' the level of doctoral instruction, the graduate stu-
dent paid 35pereent of the cost and society paid 65 percent.
But this private research university was operating at a deficit.

Apart from their efforts to reduce the costs of graduate
instruction, I believe the private research university must in-
crease the properstion of its costs paid-by the graduate student.
The alternative is to find increased social support for graduate
instruction.

A third private research university carefully_ examined its
cost and income situation and decided that it must have in-
creased social support. It determined to embark immediately

* (continued 9n page 6)

ACADEMY ANNOUNCES
-NEW PUBLICATION .

I
n

The Academy for Educational Developineni now
has available a new publication, as part of our
continuing program to provide management, and ri,F1-
ning assistance to institutions ofiriglier education.

Long Range Mauling and BUdgetintat Collegesi
and Universities, by Alvin C. EUrich, President, and,
Sidney G. Tickton, Vice President and Treasurer,
Academy for Educational Development, is sixth in a
series of Academy Papers..The authors urge, in light
of the financial, social, and political crises currently
confronting higher education, that institutions of
higher education must take it upon themselves to de-
velop a rystem of comprehen,sive, long-term planning.
They describe what elements comprise an effective

. plan; one important tool is a long-range budget. The
booklet' offers valuable suggestions for carrying out
this responsibility.

Single copies of this free'book are available from the
Academy for Educational Development's Washington

. office. (The addicts appears on the next page.)
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upon a very substantial capital gifts campaign in order to raise
its endowment by almost 400 percent. The preliminary plan-
ning for this campaign suggests that this particular university
has a good chance of realizing its goal. Here is one way in
which the social contribution to the costs-of gradute instruc-
tion can be increased. e'

There is another choice. As the probitgris of cost and in-
come have increased for graduate instruction, 1 have come to
believe that graduate instruction ought to be financed on a
national basis. I am well aware of the dangers involved in this
procedure. As a former se* government higher education
Planner, I am not overly enthusiastic abnitt having a federal
government planner for graduate instiirction. The preferable
arrangement would be for 'the federal government, through
revenue sharing or through grants-in-aid, to provide state kovern-
meats with funds to support graduate instruction in both pub-
licly sponsored andprivately sponioted universities.

1, for one, would like to see the time when privately spun- -
sokd universities have the option bf obtaining the same social
support for graduate instlbction from alt available sources asis
provided the publicly sponsored university. If we do not ar-
range some such mechanism, then there are only two choices

.4 available -to the privately sponsored university in financing
graduate instruction. One choice is to increase social support
through philanthropy. The 'other choice is to continue differ-
ential pricing to graduate students in terms of the pricing poli-
cies of publicly sponsored universities. In the long run, this
particular kind of price competition between privately span-
soted and publicly sponsored universities will surely be' herrn-
ful to the survivpJ of graduate instruction by the private 'uni-
versity.

To be sure, as governmental financing of a part of the costs
of graduate instruction increases, governmental planning and
coordination of graduate instruction must inhvitably follow.
And after governmental planning and coordination will tome
governmental accountability. No one should have any illusions
on this score. Governments which pay for graduate instruction

swill also direct and supervise graduate instruction.
How we shall finance the graduate student is a separate

-; problem beyond- the scope of this paper. It is'not reasonable to
expect the parents of the graduate student to finance graduate
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education, although in practice this does occur and will con;
tinue to occur. And some outstanding graduate programs
would not continue to have graduate students if the universi-
ties involved did not find means to provide support to half,
three-quarters, and even 90 percent of their graduate students.
These universities have a particularly difficult problem when
they most find the resources to finance graduate instruction
and griduate students. In long-run terms, 1 see three primary'
methods fot financing the graduate student. These are part-
time employmentincluding part-time instructional and re-
searc duties in the university where the graduate student is
enrolledfamily support, Including the earnings of a spouse,
and loans.

SUMMARY

to"

Graduate education, including graduate instruction, re-
'search, and public service. is a major set of activities for Amen-

can Universities. These activities are performedly our major
research universities, -by our other doctoral-granting universi- 46
ties, and by our,comptettensive universities. These universities
may be privately or pt4licly sponsored.

A pattern of finincing for -these activities has clearly
emerged today 'which suggests that sponsored research activi-
ties and sponsored creative activity will be supported by social
contribution, primarily from the federal government. Addi-
tional financing may ,he obtained from private philanthropy
and from state governMent appropriations. The support of
graduate instruction will be shared by the graduate student
and by society.

This sharing of the cost of graduate instruction varies
among the state universities and the titivate univetsities..The
4rend in this decade will be for the graduate student share of
the costs of graduate instruction in the public university to
increase. Hopefully, a trend will also develop fbr the share of
the costs of graduate instruction paid by the graduate student
at the private university to decline sorrkewhat. In this way, we
shall continue to have a pluralisni of graduate instructional
programs with their varying emphasis upon research and prac-
tice. i hope- is not too optimistic to expect this kind of
future foe such essential endeivors as graduate instruction, re-
search acid creative activity, arid public service.
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